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I 121 1 N. Nebraska Avenue - Suite A-5 - Tampa, Florida 33612 a (81 3)977-6603 * (800)833-0427 Fax481 3)977-6402 

VIA facsimile (202-493-2251) 
October 28,2004 

National Highway Traffic S a y  Administration 
Docket Roan, PC401 
400 Seventh Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20590 

d d j  5.4 

Re: Docket No. 17694; NMED- Comments on National Higuway Traffic Safety Administratior s 
(NBTSA) Side Impact Protection Proposed ]Rule; 69 FR 2799, May 17,2004 - -! 

TS SUBMDTED BY  OCTOBER 14,2004) 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

In regards to the referenced comments described above, the NMEDA has replaced section 3 (Moveable 
Defonnable Barrier @#B) vehicle-tcFvehicle test: limited exemption of lowered floor vehicles) ELS well 
as the last point of our conclusions, The complete replacement document is attached. 

Please consider that the attached document superdes the initial erronas document dated and 
submitted on October 14,2004. 

Thank you for yaw prompt attention, 

Respectfully, 

Dana Roeling, 
Director 

e-mail address: nmeda@aiol.com webslte:http//www.nmeda.org 

mailto:nmeda@aiol.com
http://webslte:http//www.nmeda.org
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1 121 1 N. Nebraska Avenue - Suite A-5 * Tampa, Floirida 3361 2 (81 3)977-6803 (800)833-0427 Fax:(813)977-6402 

VIA facsimile (202-493-225 I)  
October 28,2004 

National Highway Traffic Safety Administratioiq 
Docket Room, PL-401 
400 Seventh Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Docket No. 17694; NMEDA Commenb on Nationd Highway Tmfic Safety Administration’s 
(NETSA) Side Impact Protection Proposed Rule; 69 FR 2999, May 17,2004 - Amendment to 
original document. 

The National Mobility Equipment Dealers Association (NMEDA) appreciates this opportunity to 

NME.DA is a non-profit association dedicated to providing safe and quality adaptive 

17 Enmurages collaboration and profeseionalism among its members comprised of dealers, 
manufacturers, rehabilitation professionals, government agencies, regulatory bodies, insurance 
and finance companies to provide consumers a seamless solution to their adaptive vehicle needs- 

comment on the agency’s proposed rule to upgrade the M S S  214 - Side Impact Protection. 

transportation and mobility for consumers with disabilities. W D A :  

0 Promotes and disseminates national guidelines to enswe sdkty for the msumer and public. 

0 Facilitates training and education so members are properly qualified and knowledgeable about 
the latest technologies available. 

0 Ensures consumers receive the highest quality vehicle modification through the Quality 
Assurance Program membership, 

Cl Creates local community partnerships between, OEM and dealer members and consumers to 
maximize options for adaptive vehicle modification needs. 

Although NMEDA represents companies that perform work on adaptive vehicles both prior to and 
after first retail sale, we are commenting here solely on behalf ofintermediate and find stage 
manufacturers and alterers that perform work prior to first retail sale ( a d  thus cannot make use of the 

e-mall address: nmeda@aol.com - website: http//www.nmeda.org 

mailto:nmeda@aol.com
http://http//www.nmeda.org
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limited exemptions stated in Part S95, Requirements for vehicle modifications to accommodate people 
with disabilities).' 

Considering the recent efforts NHTSA has made gathering mobility industry data, the agency is 
aware that many disabled drivers and passengers require unique customized vehicle modifications in 
order to rendex the vehicles wheelchair accessible or to herwise permit their use. Although the proposed 
rule considers some of these modifications, other types of adaptive modifications will also encounter 
problems complying with the proposed PMVSS 214 upgrade. 

For the reasons explained below, NMEDA supports part of the proposed rule but also 
recommends a number of changes, as follows: 

.I 

1. 
and vehicles with rrrbed or altered mof designs. 

Vehicle-to-Pole test: NMEDA supports excluding vehicles equipped with wheelchair lifts, 

The NPRM's vehicleto-pole requirements recognize certain unique vehicle categofies as having 
unusual side structures that are not suitable for pole testing. NHTSA proposes to exclude "certain vehicles 
from the pole testa . . . vehicles equipped with wheelchair lies, vehicles with raised or altered mfdesigm 
. . . . . Many vehicles within these categories tend to have unusual si& structures that are not suitzble for 
pole testing or have: features, such as a lowered flow or raised roof, which could pose practicability 
problems in meeting the test." (Note 17 of NPRM.) W D A  supports .this portion of the proposal. 
W D A  urges that these vehicles be excluded from 
protection requirements. The problematic side structures that NHTSA has properly identified will be just 
as problematic for thoracic protection a5 for as liead protectionv2 

the HIC requirement as well as the thoracic 

2. 

the pole test. NMEDA would like to emphasize that, like raised roof vehicles, ather types of adaptive 
vehicles have either unusual side structures or design elements that make them unsuitable for a vehicle-to- 
pole test. 

deweloped by the mobility industry in order to etttain the challenging god of providing transportation for 
individuals with disabilities, Many of these individuals are confined to wheelchairs or otherwise require 
special vehicle f m e s  that OEMs do not offer, such as increased door height, increased interior height, 
extended movement seating systems, wheelchair securement devices, adapted driving controls, relocated 
seat belt anchoring systems, lower effort steexhg and braking systems, and wheelchair ramps or lifis. 

Vehicle---Pole tet: NMEDA supports excluding other vehicles. 
In the NPRh/f; NHTSA requested comments on the d to exclude other types of vehicles fiorn 

Adaptive vehicles with unusual side stnichues or design elements me the result of the solutions 

NMeDA may, upon pUalication ofa find rule concerning FMVSS 214, mdedake discussions with the agency with 
regard to FUVSS 214 and those comp8nics that modify vehicles &first retailde, 

' NMEDA believes chat partial exclusion (fhnnjust HIC) would not be suffkient siace, in some cases, side airbag systems may 
haw to be disabled to aooommodate the 3aised/altered rtof conversion. In many cases, a raised roof modification includes the 
complete removal ofthe OEM roof, including rJ.w area batween the A and €3 p d h ,  The proposed pole Lest applies to vehklea 
with a GVWR up to 10,000 pun&. Since vehicles over Boo0 pounds GVWR are not currently requkd to meet the dyIlamic 
portion of the FMVSS 214 (214 S5), ami since many adaptive vehicles are also exempt fivm PMVSS 208 o>ecause ofthe 
UnlOQded weight or GVWR ofthe vehicle), Mlwt to prtwide afull exemption h m  the new pole test requirement would 
m l y  prejudice the smaller corn@= raising mot% on full size vam for mobility applicaticmx These annpnies, with few 
exceptions, generally have less than 1Oemploycasand operate Within theit local markas. NMEDAthembrersqueststhat 
vehicles quipped with raise&altered roo& be emrdy exduded from the proposed vehicleto-pole requirements. 

1 

2 
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2- I &emption of Lowered-dflmr vehicles: 
In the preamble’s discussion of exemptions, NHTSA stated: “Many vehicles within these [exempted] 

categories tend to have unusual si& structures that are not suitable for pole testing or have feames, & 
as a luweed floor or raised roof, which could pose practicability problems in meeting the test.” (Note 17; 
emphasis added.) In the actual proposed regulatory language (S5(c)), however, lowered-floog vehkles are 
not listed among the exempted vehicles. This m y  have been just tan oversight. h any event, NMEDA 
urges that S5(c)(6) be amended to read as follows; 

‘(6) Vehicles with a raised or altered roof, or 01 lowered floor; 

Lowered-fl oor mini vans are a very common adaptive vehicle in the mobility industry. They typically 
have a lowered floor that is 10 inches below the original vehicle floor suri5ce. In the usual adaptation, the 
mini van’s original fiont door sill, or rocker panel, is generally left in place but is almost always lowered 
in the second row. The floor area, usually within the same general horizontal plane ofthe rocker panel, is 
removed and low& by approximately 10 inches. In addition, the rocker panel that i s  usually continuous 
on the original vehicle, fiom the A pillar to the IC pillar, is drastically modified between the B and C 
pillars in a lowered floor mini van - it may also be lowered 10 inches. 

NMEDA is of the opinion that the vehicle-tlo-pole impact performed on a lowered-floor type vehicle 
presents an enormous problem, Under the FMVSS 214 proposal, the pole impact is in line with the front 
row occupant’s head (center of gravity), and the rocker panel and rocker paneyB pillar intdiux are thus 
critical structwal elements. Clearly, therefore, the typical mini van adaptive design presents a unique 
structural configuration that “poses[s] pcticabrility problems in meeting the [vehicleto-pole] test”, and 
t h s  merits exemption. 

Based on their Unique vehicle design features, NMEDA is asking JYHTSA to exclude all lowered- 
floor vehicles fiom the pole test. 

3 

4 

2.2 kkemvfion of vehicles w i h  extemikd movement seating sy.ytems 

Every year, mobility industry companieis replace fiont row seats in over a thousand vehicles with 
extended travel seat bases and other sating sytrtems designed to facilitate vehicle w s s ,  The extended 
travel seat bases, cummonly referred to as &way seats, replace the vehicle’s original seat base (the 
vehicle’s original seat is usually reinstalled on the extended travel seat base) and provide 2,3 or 4 degrees 
of movement: longitudinal (approximately 12 inches), vertical (approximately 8 inches), rotation about 
the seat’s vertical axis (approximately 100 degrees) and seat tilt. Beuwse of the different levers and 

Moreover, the vast majonty of l o w e d  tloor vehicles maintain the OEM seas in the front TOW, but modify the searbasea 3 

by adding an extmsionthatallaHrs the original tieatto be positioned at, or near, its original height The8.anrrow seats are also 
generally removable and, m some cases, tbe seat belt female reccpmcle may be relocared to the vehicle floor or an additionid 
seat belt receptacle (female) may be attached to the vehicle flm M) as to provide a type 2 seat belt system for wheelchftir 
drivers or fiont row p a 8 s e n g ~ ~ ~  that remain m the wbttlchair during wmpomtion ’These atended height removabIe seats m 
gemally less rigid than OEM- and defomauon tqm impact are notnecessanl . y cornpatable to a standad s e a t t ~ ~ .  

‘ There are gmedIy two types ofvehicles that are suttrlble for 1mem the floor, MI size vans and ~maller minivans, both 
being Multipurpose Pasmga Vtbiclcs (MW’s). considering that the proposed rule would be applicable to vehicles with a 
GVWR of 10,OOO pounds or Ies, both the full size and mIai vaas would be required to comply ~4th the vehicle-*pole 
specijications afrhe staradard The structural modificationst0 the full s i z  vehicle mv comparable to the minivan and thus the 
full sizevaag should also be exempretl. 

3 
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mechanical systems inmrporated into the 6-way bases, they are generally less stable that the rigid OEM 
bases. NMEDA believes that the proposed pole testing requirement would result in higher HIC values in 
vehicles with extended movement seating systems than in vehicles equipped with OEM seat bases. 

Accordingly, NMEDA requests that the vehicle-to-pole test not apply to vehiclea fitted with 
extended travel seating systems installed as a part of a second stage manuf-ng process or by a vehicle 
alterer.’ 

A 

2.3 Bemu -hides with wheelchair desiputed seating uositiom 

Many wheelchair users drive their vehicles iiom a wheelchair or ride in the front row passenger 
position, again in a wheelchair, In these cases, the wheelchair is secured to the vehicle floor, and the 
occupant is restrained with a type 2 seat belt olsmnbly. 

with wheelchair restraint devices that pennit the wheelcholir to be used as a designated seating position be 
excluded from the vehicle-to-pole requirements. 

The proposed rule does not consider such systems, and NMEDA requests that vehicles equipped 

3. Moveable Deformable Barrier (1W)B) vehicleto-vehicle test: ZWted esernptTou of lowered floor 
vehicles 

Under both the current and the proposed FMVSS 214, the MDB test applies to vehicles with a 
GVWR Iess than 6000 pounds, and both the ~ u i ~ e n t  rule and the pmpasal exempt vehicles equipped with 
wheelchair liRs from the MDB test. 

The problem is that very few lowercd-$loor v&icles with a GVWR of Iess than 6,000 pounds and 
design& for wheelchair accessibility (mini vans), have wheelchair m. They usually have ramus, and 
are thus subject to the MBD test. 

is lowered approximately 10 inches, thedore well below the OEM rocker panel. As mentioned in the 
NFRM, vehicles with a high ride height generally do better in the vehicleto-vehicle test than vehicles 
with a lower ride height and, since the lowered Boor mini van has a floor to p u n d  clearance height of 
only approximately 7 to 8 inches, we anticipate h t  the impact point of the MDB on the mini van will 
gmerdly be approximately mid-way between the rocker panel and the floor surface. Furthermore, as also 
noted above, the OEM seats are often attached to seat base extensions, which may contribute to nigher 
€€IC readings. These vehicles also often have removable seats (with extended bases) in the both the front 
and second rows and/or extended travel seat bases in the fiont row. Thew bases create a higher moment 
about the attachment point and will probably dleform more that OEM bases, contributing to higher injury 
values than the original unmodified vehicle. 

While we appreciate the NIFTSA’s desire to enhance the protection of small adults by adding a 
new small kmale test dummy as well as requiring the use of a new, second generation test dummy 
representing mid-size adult males, we are concerned that these dummies may not be representative of 
typical mobility vehicle occupants. One group of mobility vehicle occupants are usually traveling in a 
wheelchair or transferring &om a wheelchair to a seat specidly designed to hilitate the transfer- This  
category of occupants may be large or small s t a t u r e  may be an adult or a child, may occupy the firs1 or 

As noted above, lowered-floor mini vans have a unique design whereby the original floor surface 

4 
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second row of the vehicle and may be male or female. They are almost always in an outboard seating 
position and restrained with type 2 seat belt assemblies. 

Considering that there is no, or very limited, data available .to determine the physical 
specifications, or the distribution pattm of the j>hysical specifications of mobility vehick occupants, 
except that at least one of them is in a wheelchair, we are of the opinion that the proposed additional 
MDB test may not have the intended result oferihancing the safety of real world ompants of mobility 
vehicles The current MDB test required by the 214 provides an indication of occupant injury for the 
specific 50* percentile male and NMEDA is of the opinion that this requirement should remain in effect 
as a means of evaluating the general vehicle safi~y performance in side impacts. 

vehicles equipped with extended travel mting rsystms be required to meet snly the MDB test Viritb the 
new mid-size d e ,  and therefa  be exempt fium the MDB requirements for the small female test 
dummy, until such time as the NHTSA can determine if, in fact, the small female is the most a m a t e  
representation of the stature of mobility vehicle occupants. 

The NMEDA requests that mobility vehicles having raidaltered roo&, lowered floors and 

4. The proposed rule’s cost considerations 

NMEDA emphasizes that many of the companies that dtet or contplete vehicles f i r  mobility 
qplications are small businesses. NMEDA is concerned that without the adoption NMEDA’s 
suggestions set forth herein, many of its membcas will not be able to afford the expenses associated with 
the proposed 214, Although there are larger companies that alter or complete thousands of vehicles a 
year, the majority of alteren or FSMs in the mchility industry produce less than 200 vehicles a year - of 
many diffixent makes and models. The Iowered Boor or raisedlaltered roof hll size vans me almost 
exclusively alterdcompleted by very small mnnufacturers; only a handfid of larger companies complete 
perssna~ use veKcles on the 

detailed design parameters that have been certified to many W S S  requirements, the costs k i n g  the 
mobility industry in the absence of the adoption of NMeDA’s proposed suggestiom are daunting. 
Considering that a vehicle-to-pole test would oost approximately $15,000, a MDB test approximately 
$12,500 and the average cost of a chassis is $22,500, the 4 additional tests proposed, on both raised-roof 
and lowered-floor types of vehicles, would increase the cost of these programs by more than $290,000 - 
assuming that no retests are required and exclirding research, prototyping and miscellaneous testing 
expenses. Assuming an OEM platform-life of S years, the financial burden is thendore considerable. 

on fir11 size vans as welt as for the smaller companies that lower floors on mini vans, If the cost to 
demonstrate wmpliance i s  too high, these companies m y  no longer be competitive and will be driven 
fi-om the market. The end user would then loose the option of going to a local mobility conversia 
company, and such a loss would mean a smaller selection of companies offering specialized vehicles, 
resultant higher costs, and longer distances to jravel for the purchase or repair of adaptive vehicles. 

size chassis.6 
Even with NMEDA’s limited testing on hll  size vas and offering to its qudifiing membership 

NMEDA is very concerned for the very low volume merrmfaaums that raise roof3 or lower floors 

The lowered flwx mini vans are generally mmuktured by larger Qampanies but there are some lower volume zmmhdmm 
oflowered floor mini y ~ n s  that wouldhavea mwhhiglxr cosf fo &mom&@ coojgljaDoe to thopropbsed requimnenrS These 
small voluae manuEactmm may produce up to 10 t ims~ less than the larger ones 

6 

5 
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5. Condusion 
For the reawns stated above: 
a, 

b. 

c. 

d, 

e. 

NMEDA supports that portion of the IWRM proposing .to exclude from the pole test all vehicles 
equipped With wheelchair lifts and all vehicles with raised or altered roof designs. NMEDA uses 
that these vehicles be excluded fiom &h the HIC requirement as well as the thoracic protection 
requirements; 
M D A  requests that SS(c)(6) be amended to read as follows: "(6) Vehicles with a raised or 
altered roof, or a lowered floor;" 
NMEDA requests that the vehicleto-pole test requirements not apply to vehicles with extended 
travel seating systems installed as t i  part of a second stage manufactwing process or by a vehicle 
alterer; 
W D A  requests that vehicles equipped with wheelchair restraint devices that permit the 
wheelchair to be used as a designated seating position be excluded &om the vehicle-to-pole 
requirements; and 
NMEDA requests that FMVSS 214 exclude mobility vehicles having raisedaltered roo&, lowered 
floors and vehicles equipped with extended travel seating systems from the MDB requkments fm 
the small female test dummy. 

Respectfidly submitted, 

Dana Roeling, 
Executive Director 


